organizations and agencies that clearly have a stake in what the Army does, and how it goes about doing it. The nature of the contemporary operating environment (COE) necessitates consideration of capabilities possessed by joint, interagency, intergovernmental, multinational (JIIM) and non-governmental actors. Thus, strategic decision makers may be significantly influenced by stakeholders outside of the organization.
The Ontology of Strategic Decision Making.
Strategic decisions are non-routine and involve both the art of leadership and the science of management. Routine decisions of how to efficiently manage resources according to established procedures and clearly understood objectives is the technical work of management. Routine decisions are normally the purview of supervisors and middle-level managers that have the requisite authority and responsibility to take action.
However, non-routine decisions require what Harvard Professor Ron Heifetz refers to as "adaptive work" where senior leadership must consider the broader implications of the situation, take an active role in defining the problem, creatively explore potential solutions, and apply judgments as to what should be done. 4 The USAWC defines Strategic Leadership as the process of influence for "achievement of a desirable and clearly understood vision by influencing the organizational culture, allocating resources, directing through policy and directive, and building consensus," 5 implicitly requires the capacity for strategic decision making.
The Complexity of Strategic Decision Making
Strategic decisions entail "ill-structured," 6 "messy" or "wicked problems" that do not have quick, easy solutions. 7 H.L. Mencken"s quip is amusing and accurate, "there is always a well-known solution to every human problem-neat, plausible, and wrong." 8 This concept, known at the Error of the Third Kind, describes how complex problems are often addressed with a correct solution to the wrong problem. 9 At the strategic level, the scope of decision making is different than at other levels within a military organization-tactical and operational-which have established and accepted procedures that are normative and prescriptive. Tactical convoy movements of an infantry platoon can be reduced to several definable parameters-number of vehicles, rate of march, interval between vehicles, number of refuel and rest stops, etc., so that the platoon leader can arrive at the "right" solution to get the unit to a desired location.
At the operational level, movements from a staging area for multiple brigade combat teams along parallel routes may be more complicated, but use the same parameters to determine a "best" way to deploy combat forces into an area of operation in accordance with a well-prescribed movement table. However, the strategic level decision on the number of brigade combat teams that the Army will field as part of its Transformation to the Modular Force involves innumerable interdependent activities within the DOTMLPF framework. Such a decision is inherently more complex and "ill-structured" in pursuit of the objective to provide relevant landpower forces to combatant commanders for future battlefields.
At the strategic level, the national defense establishment and its members must interact across diverse environmental domains and are required to demonstrate effectiveness in the eyes of multiple constituents. Strategic decision making occurs at a key nexus of that interaction, culminating from decision criteria associated with dynamic, nonlinear, highly interconnected, and interdependent relationships. The power to make strategic decisions is usually dispersed over a number of constituencies. The purpose of this paper is to show commonly used decision paradigms, highlighting their particular strengths and weaknesses as appropriate. Making sense of strategic decisions requires adding a set of mental models distinct from the traditional military decisionmaking models. The decision theories presented provide leaders with the understanding of the major forms of decision making used in complex environments.
These models are more than abstract conceptualizations; they provide frameworks by which to analyze past strategic practices and develop new ones. The models are generally categorized as either descriptive or prescriptive. As the term implies, the prescriptive model suggests methods and processes that should be used in order to make better decisions. This type of model is seen as a matter of choice by decision makers (e.g., the Military Decision Making Process). In contrast, descriptive models attempt to detail the process of how decisions are actually made. In most cases, attempts to apply a prescriptive model will lead to dynamics best captured by a descriptive model.
THE BASIC DECISION MAKING PARADIGMS.
There are many models of decision making useful for strategists in conceptualizing decisions. Some of the most well known that are of value for USAWC students are: The rational approach is very attractive and easy to embrace with its simplicity. The formulation intuitively seems to make sense. It provides a structured way to address a problem and arrive at a solution. The approach may appear to impose certainty and clarity. However, it is best suited for simple, well-structured problems. The rational decision making process depends on clear statements of goals accepted by those seeking to address problematic conditions. The rational decision making process works well on technical issues when goals are precisely defined and there is general agreement on measures for analysis and selection criteria. NASA uses this rational approach because engineering parameters and procedures tend to be less ambiguous.
The use of this approach is much more difficult and problematic for defense organizations whose goals are constantly a matter of debate in a political system designed to balance federal power between three branches of government. found and even when they are stated publicly, they are often subject to change. Hence, the rational decision making approach is not sufficient to explain the real-world decisions made at the operational and strategic level.
The Behavioral Model (Bounded Rationality):
The most important critique of the rational approach comes from the work of Nobel Laureate, Herbert Simon, who presented the concept of "bounded rationality." 11 This theory holds that:
1. Humans are intellectually ill-equipped to make cognitively rational decisions because they can only process a few bits of data at a time.
2. Comprehensive analysis is impossible due to limitations on the availability of information, time, and expertise.
3. Individuals cannot imagine every possible solution to a problem, and therefore not all possible alternatives are considered or analyzed.
The practical application of the rational MDMP has decision makers simplifying the problem set and restricting themselves to a few major alternatives. This happens in the face of time constraints and the limitations of people. In practice, decision makers identify a limited number of decision making criteria and subsequently examine a limited range of alternatives that have worked before or are easy to develop. Alternative selection tends to stop at the first alternative that sufficiently addresses the problem at hand. Given the lack of perfect information to make the decision and the impossibility of optimization in the problem-setting, Simon argued that decision makers "satisfice." That Allen and Coates USAWC, July 2009 is to say that people do not optimize decisions, but actually seek to find a solution that is minimally sufficient and satisfactory-one that is "good enough" to meet minimum established criteria. The conclusion of Operation Desert Shield in 1991 short of an invasion of Iraq and the overthrow of Saddam Hussein"s regime could be viewed as a satisficed decision that was good enough at the time.
This model often has an implicit choice variant where, although multiple alternatives are presented, there is a clear favorite that will likely be selected so decision criteria are skewed to support the choice. Those military planners and operators who have been involved with MDMP can recount the development of the obligatory three courses of action and the "objective weighting" that resulted in selection of the staff favorite course of action (i.e., the one that the commander would approve).
Incremental Model: Charles Lindblom also rejected the rational-comprehensive model and presented an alternative "incremental" approach to decision making. In his now famous paper, "The Science of Muddling Through," 12 Lindblom saw that most policy decisions are made in small analytical increments in response to events and circumstances where the decision-maker"s analysis is focused on familiar, better-known experiences. This significantly reduces the number of decision factors and alternatives available. "Disjointed" incrementalism, argued Lindblom, is really how problems are solved over time, in piecemeal, rather than in comprehensive, fashion. Relatively small or incremental policy changes tend to be the norm because of the need for consensus among the interested parties and negotiation efforts are directed to what can be achieved. Unfortunately, the attainment of short-term solutions may be at the expense of more important and far-reaching goals. Incrementalism is not inherently undesirable since small changes from the resulting decisions are more subject to correction if they produce unfavorable outcomes. The theory of incrementalism explains how the process of decision making is slowed down, and organizations avoid making big mistakes that could be costly militarily, financially and politically. However, focus on smaller problems and failure to confront the larger issues may result in "kicking the can down the road" to deal with later when the situation may be more complex and dangerous. Furthermore, the incremental model may slowly move the organization away from the original espoused goals. If the organization is faced with an environment that has changed significantly, the incremental approach is unlikely to result in the necessary amount of change to guarantee organizational survival. 13 The incremental model has the following characteristics: Fighting Vehicle System, the Remotely Piloted Vehicle, and the Future Combat System could be viewed using the incremental model. In the case of the Bradley Fighting Vehicle, the original espoused goals were incrementally contradicted over time. 14 Lindblom conceded shortcomings of the incremental approach including: fragmentation of decisions, arbitrary exclusions, and decision-makers may overlook excellent policies not suggested by the chain of successive policy steps. Yehezkel Dror offered other critiques of incrementalism: It may not suffice to meet real growing demands; it may miss the mark entirely, it lacks responsiveness to large-scale needs, it makes acceptable the forces that tend toward inertia, it maintains the status quo, and, it lacks innovativeness. 15 The result may be a failure to confront major issues by "kicking the can down the road" to deal with later. The danger is that the situation may become more complex and tenuous.
Mixed Scanning Model: This is a hybrid, or compromise, paradigm derived from rational and incremental decision making theories. It is drawn from the work of sociologist Amitai Etzioni 16 who suggested its use in seeking policy solutions to shortterm, but urgent, needs of the immediate present. It is, in effect, a concept that can be described as "splitting the difference" between the models. Etzioni likens the concept to a photographer working with two cameras. A broad-angled camera quickly pans through the entire environment-which is the rational approach. Another camera "would zero in on those areas revealed by the first camera to require more detailed examination." 17 scan generated the strategy for entry into the war.
Etzioni criticized both approaches as being insufficient. On the one hand, calling the rational approach unrealistic and arguing that a full examination of all pertinent choices is impractical and, on the other hand, he observed that incrementalism did not distinguish between core and peripheral issues.
Polis Model:
Another scholar who has been critical about the rational and the incremental models is Deborah Stone, who offered another perspective of public policy making-the Polis model of a political community. 20 constituents that may have competing interests and agendas. In seeking to identify common interests and mutual benefit for the involved parties, some concessions may be made, but the resulting decision should produce a condition that is acceptable to either side. Here the anchoring and adjustment bias inhibits substantial movement from the status quo so it is unlikely to have drastic change in policy or strategy embraced by the group.
The bargaining approach is common in government, but does have a number of advantages and weaknesses. 27 It may be effective for addressing and presenting issues while serving as the catalyst for getting multiple perspectives before the decision making body. However, this approach may not result in the best alternative for a given situation since political consensus sometimes results in the lowest common denominator-achieving a decision that all will accept. Consequently, it may lead to an equitable distribution of power and benefit that may be inherently less effective than a contested decision. Bargaining is a process that gives each participant a voice in the proceedings. While it may not be the case where a simple majority wins, it can be fraught with contention and can be time-consuming in the attempt to resolve points of disagreement. In this form of decision making, the needs of the most powerful parties are more likely to be met, but the larger interests of the aggregate may not be addressed. Limiting the number of people involved in making decisions presents is own paradoxes. Smaller numbers of participants may be able to reach decisions more quickly by excluding less powerful members, but may not have the requisite diversity of thought and experience to formulate better decisions. The potential for better decisions increases when the participant pool is larger even though achieving agreement may be more difficult.
Participative Decision Making Model:
The participative decision making perspective is an expansion of the bargaining approach and attempts to include all those directly affected by the decision. It is the most democratic form of decision making where there is an opportunity to provide input and influence. However, there is an important distinction between "consultation" and "shared decision making power."
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Providing the opportunity to voice an opinion is not the same as giving power to make the decision. We commonly see this approach as one that calls for "consultation and stakeholder analysis" and that places emphasis on meeting with "constituents and clientele" to discern the key issues for consideration before decisions are reached.
While these efforts may be largely symbolic, such stakeholder groups can wield significant power and present obstacles if not appropriately included in the decision process. These groups may have their own agenda and interests to protect, hence raising concerns about the degree to which they truly represent the goodwill of the greater community. To address this concern, advisory groups are often sought to represent all views of the community in a grass roots fashion. 31 Participative decision making is slow and expensive. While it is an effective means to collect information, the amount and unorganized nature of the information is a problem in its own right that has to be addressed. The quality of the decision in this approach often depends on the expertise, and commitment of the participants. There are a number of important factors that can influence the quality of participative decision making. The participants should strive to subordinate self-interest in pursuit of common goals. There should be an appropriate level of representation from the stakeholders and those groups should have enough power to influence the outcome.
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CONCLUSION
Each decision paradigm presented here provides a method to analyze problems that our USAWC graduates will face as they move into higher levels of command. It is evident that each paradigm has its opportunities and challenges. The advantages and disadvantages will manifest themselves in varying degrees in different context. As they sit at the decision making table, our graduates will be able to recognize and be able to analyze the paradigmatic limitations and strengths as they are being discussed in strategy planning. They will also know that while we aspire to be rational in our choices of action, we are limited in our cognitive ability to comprehensively develop and assess alternatives. Additionally, we have innate biases and use heuristics that effect how we process and use information. Since implementing decisions generally requires the involvement of others, it is necessary to include them in the process of identifying key issues and determining potential solutions. The environment and context of the problem should influence the extent of inclusion and collaboration. In such cases, either the bargaining or participative decision making approach may be more appropriate to establish common interests and produce agreement as to what should be done and how. The Kettl and Fesler conclusion that no single approach offers a best solution to all the problems of making decisions captures the central theme to the USAWC perspective on decision making. 34 Having a variety of decision tools in our kitbags helps us identify the appropriate approach to individual problem situations.
